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DETAILED ACTION 
Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of tine following informalities: On page 6, 
line 1 "2-4" should be "2A-4" (there is no Figure 2). (Although applicant requested this 
change in the amendment filed 5/26/09, the request was not proper - It should have 
stipulated where the paragraph was to be placed and what was to be replaced -- It 
should have been requested that the paragraph beginning at page 6, line 1 of the 
specification be replaced with this paragraph.) 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

3. Claims 1 1 -1 2, 1 5-1 9, 21-23, 26-28 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Fevre et al US005758545, of record. 

Fevre et al discloses a telescoping assembly configured for telescoping motion 
between an inner jacket 3 and outer jacket 2 (abstract) and a sleeve 5 (Figures 6-7) 
located between the inner and outer jackets, the column comprising inner jacket 3 
having a first and second end, outer jacket 2 having a first and distal end with the 
second end of the Inner jacket located inside the outer jacket and extending through the 
distal end of the outer jacket. Sleeve 5 has internal and external ribs 21, 22 contacting 
the jackets. The internal ribs 22 are outside the outer surface of the inner jacket (claim 
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1 1 ). The internal and external ribs are aligned along the sleeve axis and offset (claims 
12, 23). Upon inspection in Figure 7, a width dimension of the internal ribs is greater 
than an external rib (claims 15, 28), and the thickness of an internal and external rib and 
sleeve wall is at least equal to a distance between the jackets (claim 16). A segment 8 
of Fevre et al's sleeve extends past the outer sleeve (claim 17). The sleeve is able to 
flex between the facing jacket surfaces (abstract where the ribs of the sleeve are 
flexible)(claim 18), with the sleeve fixed to the outer jacket by block 9 and the inner 
jacket telescoping (claims 19 and 22). The internal ribs contact the outer surface of the 
inner jacket (claim 21). As the sleeve is thermoplastic that flexes (abstract, column 6, 
lines 65-66) and the tubes are metal (column 7, lines 8-12), the sleeve material is more 
flexible than the jackets (claim 26). Sleeve 5 is substantially within the outer jacket 
(claim 27). The ribs do not extend through the outer surface of the inner jacket (claim 
30). Regarding the new limitations added to claims 15 and 21 , the shape of the wall 
between the internal and external ribs (i.e., parallel to the jackets with a constant 
distance, etc.) is an obvious matter of design choice, as the specification gives no 
specific reason or critical purpose for the wall shape between the ribs, and the sleeve of 
the application would appear to function just as well as the sleeve of Fevre et al (the 
change in shape of the wall between the ribs would not seem to make a difference). 

4. Claims 1-3, 5-10, 13, 20, 24 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fevre et al US005758545, of record in view of Burkhard et al 
US005722300, of record. 
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Fevre et al disclose a telescoping steering column assembly configured for 
telescoping relative movement between an outer jacket 2 and an inner jacket 3 
(abstract) comprising outer jacket 2 with first and second ends and inner jacket 3 with a 
first end received telescopically in outer jacket 2's second end. A sleeve or sheath 5 
(Figures 6-7) has a wall Inside the outer jacket at the second end of the outer jacket, 
and the first end of the inner jacket is positioned inside the sleeve. The assembly is 
configured for relative telescoping movement between the outer and inner jacket the 
facing surfaces of the jackets contacting opposite faces of the sleeve. Internal ribs 22 
are entirely outside the inner jacket, and external ribs 21 contacting the outer jacket as 
well as the internal rib are aligned with a longitudinal axis of the sleeve. However, 
Fevre et al is not clear about where the end of the inner jacket is positioned relative to 
the sleeve. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Fevre et al to include the end of the inner jacket 
positioned within the sleeve as taught by Burkhard et al's sleeve 56 with inner jacket 
end 56 positioned within inasmuch as applicant's end in Figure 1 in order to arrange the 
sleeve and ends using an alternative arrangement in steering columns, as such a 
modification would yield predictable results (claims 1 , 7). Regarding the new limitations 
added to claim 1, the shape of the wall between the internal and external ribs (i.e., 
parallel to the jackets with a constant distance, etc.) is an obvious matter of design 
choice, as the specification gives no specific reason or critical purpose for the wall 
shape between the ribs, and the sleeve of the application would appear to function just 
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as well as the sleeve of Fevre et al (the change in shape of the wall between the ribs 
would not seem to make a difference). 

Fevre et al's ribs 21 , 22 are offset in Figure 7 (claims 2, 8), but arranging biasing 
ribs aligned with the internal ribs would be obvious in view of Fevre et al's embodiment 
in Figures 1-5, where the portions of tongues 15 and 18 engaging the inner and outer 
jacket are radially aligned, and spheres 40 of Burkhard et al, which have radially aligned 
surfaces engaging the inner and outer jacket (claims 3, 13, 24). Upon inspection in 
Figure 7 of Fevre et al, the width and hence surface area of the internal ribs is greater 
than the external ribs (claims 5, 9). The combined thickness of the ribs and sleeve in 
Fevre et al's Figure 7 is at least equal to the distance between the outer and inner 
jackets (claim 6). As the ribs are flexible (abstract), and the sleeve is made of one piece 
with its wall approximating the thickness of the ribs, the wall of the sleeve is also flexible 
(claim 10). Fevre et al's sleeve 5 is fixed relative to the outer jacket by block 9, with the 
inner jacket telescoping within the outer jacket and sleeve (claims 19, 22). In the 
combination Burkhard et al teaches the inner jacket 26 fixed, the sleeve secured to the 
outer jacket, and the outer jacket and sleeve telescoping relative to the inner sleeve 
(claim 20). Forming the wall of the sleeve thicker than the ribs would be obvious in the 
combination as taught by the spheres 40 of Burkhard et al in the combination, which 
have surfaces extending toward and contacting facing walls of jackets that do not 
extend a distance from sleeve 44 that is equal to sleeve 44's thickness (claim 29). 
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5. Claims 14 and 25 as best understood are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Fevre et al in view of Barton et al US006389923B1, of record. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Fevre et al to include a bonding agent between the 
sleeve and outer jacket as taught by Barton et al (column 2, lines 10-18, where an 
adhesive is used between the sleeve 3 and outer column member 1) In order to better 
retain the sleeve securely within the outer tube (column 2, lines 12-18 of Barton et al). 

6. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fevre et 
al in view of Burkhard et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Barton et 
al. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Fevre et al and Burkhard et al to include a bonding agent 
between the sleeve and outer jacket as taught by Barton et al (column 2, lines 10-18, 
where an adhesive is used between the sleeve 3 and outer column member 1 ) in order 
to better retain the sleeve securely within the outer tube (column 2, lines 12-18 of 
Barton et al). In the combination the injected adhesive would flow between the external 
ribs. 

7. Claims 1 1 -1 2, 1 5-1 9, 21 -23, 26-28 and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) 
as being unpatentable over Fevre et al US005758545, of record in view of Milton et al 
US37031 05, of record. 
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Fevre et al discloses a telescoping assembly configured for telescoping motion 
between an inner jacket 3 and outer jacket 2 (abstract) and a sleeve 5 (Figures 6-7) 
located between the inner and outer jackets, the column as best understood comprising 
inner jacket 3 having a first and second end, outer jacket 2 having a first and distal end 
with the second end of the Inner jacket located inside the outer jacket and extending 
through the distal end of the outer jacket. Sleeve 5 has internal and external ribs 21 , 22 
contacting the jackets. The internal ribs 22 are outside the outer surface of the inner 
jacket (claim 11). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the Invention was made to modify Fevre et al to include walls of the sleeve 
between the Inner and outer ribs parallel to and equally spaced from jackets In view of 
Milton et al's sleeve 54 in Figure 4 in order support or bear the ribs with a sleeve of 
alternative shape, as such a sleeve shape would yield predictable results. The internal 
and external ribs are aligned along the sleeve axis and offset (claims 12, 23). Upon 
Inspection In Figure 7, a width dimension of the internal ribs is greater than an external 
rib (claims 15, 28), and the thickness of an internal and external rib and sleeve wall is at 
least equal to a distance between the jackets (claim 16). A segment 8 of Fevre et al's 
sleeve extends past the outer sleeve (claim 17). The sleeve is able to flex between the 
facing jacket surfaces (abstract where the ribs of the sleeve are flexlble)(clalm 18), with 
the sleeve fixed to the outer jacket by block 9 and the inner jacket telescoping (claims 
19 and 22). The internal ribs contact the outer surface of the inner jacket (claim 21). As 
the sleeve is thermoplastic that flexes (abstract, column 6, lines 65-66) and the tubes 
are metal (column 7, lines 8-12), the sleeve material is more flexible than the jackets 
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(claim 26). Sleeve 5 is substantially within the outer jacket (claim 27). The ribs do not 
extend through the outer surface of the inner jacket (claim 30). 

8. Claims 1-3, 5-10, 13, 20, 24 and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Fevre et al US005758545, of record in view of Burkhard et al 
US005722300, of record and Milton et al, of record. 

Fevre et al disclose a telescoping steering column assembly configured for 
telescoping relative movement between an outer jacket 2 and an inner jacket 3 
(abstract) comprising outer jacket 2 with first and second ends and inner jacket 3 with a 
first end received telescopically in outer jacket 2's second end. A sleeve or sheath 5 
(Figures 6-7) has a wall inside the outer jacket at the second end of the outer jacket, 
and the first end of the inner jacket is positioned inside the sleeve. The assembly is 
configured for relative telescoping movement between the outer and inner jacket the 
facing surfaces of the jackets contacting opposite faces of the sleeve, internal ribs 22 
are entirely outside the inner jacket, and external ribs 21 contacting the outer jacket as 
well as the internal rib are aligned with a longitudinal axis of the sleeve. However, 
Fevre et al is not clear about where the end of the inner jacket is positioned relative to 
the sleeve. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Fevre et al to include the end of the inner jacket 
positioned within the sleeve as taught by Burkhard et al's sleeve 56 with inner jacket 
end 56 positioned within inasmuch as applicant's end in Figure 1 in order to arrange the 
sleeve and ends using an alternative arrangement in steering columns, and to include a 
sleeve with cylindrical walls between the ribs matching the inner and outer jackets as 
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taught by Milton et al in order to use an alternative equivalent sleeve wall shape in the 
art, as such modifications would yield predictable results (claims 1 , 7). Fevre et al's 
ribs 21 , 22 are offset in Figure 7 (claims 2, 8), but arranging biasing ribs aligned with the 
internal ribs would be obvious in view of Fevre et al's embodiment in Figures 1-5, where 
the portions of tongues 15 and 18 engaging the inner and outer jacket are radially 
aligned, and spheres 40 of Burkhard et al, which have radially aligned surfaces 
engaging the inner and outer jacket (claims 3, 13, 24). Upon inspection in Figure 7 of 
Fevre et al, the width and hence surface area of the internal ribs is greater than the 
external ribs (claims 5, 9). The combined thickness of the ribs and sleeve in Fevre et 
al's Figure 7 is at least equal to the distance between the outer and inner jackets (claim 
6). As the ribs are flexible (abstract), and the sleeve is made of one piece with its wall 
approximating the thickness of the ribs, the wall of the sleeve is also flexible (claim 10). 
Fevre et al's sleeve 5 is fixed relative to the outer jacket by block 9, with the inner jacket 
telescoping within the outer jacket and sleeve (claims 19, 22). In the combination 
Burkhard et al teaches the inner jacket 26 fixed, the sleeve secured to the outer jacket, 
and the outer jacket and sleeve telescoping relative to the inner sleeve (claim 20). 
Forming the wall of the sleeve thicker than the ribs would be obvious in the combination 
as taught by the spheres 40 of Burkhard et al in the combination, which have surfaces 
extending toward and contacting facing walls of jackets that do not extend a distance 
from sleeve 44 that is equal to sleeve 44's thickness (claim 29). 
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9. Claims 14 and 25 as best understood are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Fevre et al in view of Milton et al as applied to claims 1 1 and 
21 above and further in view of Barton et al US006389923B1 , of record. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Fevre et al and Milton et al above to include a bonding 
agent between the sleeve and outer jacket as taught by Barton et al (column 2, lines 10- 
18, where an adhesive is used between the sleeve 3 and outer column member 1) in 
order to better retain the sleeve securely within the outer tube (column 2, lines 12-18 of 
Barton et al). 

10. Claim 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fevre et 
al in view of Burkhard et al and Milton et al as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of Barton et al. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Fevre et al, Burkhard et al and Milton et al to include a 
bonding agent between the sleeve and outer jacket as taught by Barton et al (column 2, 
lines 10-18, where an adhesive is used between the sleeve 3 and outer column member 
1) in order to better retain the sleeve securely within the outer tube (column 2, lines 12- 
1 8 of Barton et al). In the combination the injected adhesive would flow between the 
external ribs. 
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Response to Arguments 

1 1 . Applicant's arguments filed 5/26/09 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

In regard to applicant's arguments on pages 3-4 of the remarks that the 103 
rejection of claims 11-12, 15-19, 21-23, 26-28 and 30 as unpatentable over Fevre '545 
is not proper because the flat walls of the invention increase the amount of surface area 
between the ribs thereby permitting secure bonding of the sleeve to the outer jacket 
(increases friction), this has not been found persuasive because the specification gives 
no such attribute to the flat walls of the invention (as stated in the rejection, the 
specification gives no stated reason or critical purpose for the wall shape between the 
ribs, and the sleeve of the application would appear to work just as well as Fevre et al). 
In fact, Fevre et al's curved walls between ribs may actually improve friction over the 
disclosed ribs of the invention by causing the ribs to have less give. Regarding the 
arguments on page 4 that Fevre et al depends on a block on the sheath to secure the 
sheath is not persuasive because the claims do not exclude securing the sheath with a 
block and because Fevre et al's sheath's ribs come into contact with the jacket 
(abstract), which is all that is required by the claims listed in this rejection (i.e., these 
rejected claims do not include limitations about how much friction is applied, so as long 
as Fevre et al has flexible elements on the sheath meeting applicant's claimed structure, 
the claims are met where the shape of the walls between the ribs are not patentably 
distinguishing, as is the case here). 
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Regarding the arguments on pages 4-6 of the remarks that claims 1-3, 5-10, 13, 
24 and 29 are patentable over Fevre et al in view of Burkhard et al '300 because 
Burkhard et al's inner element does not come into contact the bushing and because 
Burkhard et al does not take into account the situation where the sleeve and inner 
sleeve are in direct contact is not persuasive because Burkhard et al is not relied upon 
to teach the sleeve and inner element in contact with each other (that is in Fevre et al, 
the primary reference) and because Burkhard et al's sleeve 56 does in fact contact the 
inner jacket 54 at the left end of sleeve 56 in Figure 3; hence Burkhard et al does in fact 
account for the situation where the sleeve and inner jacket directly contact. The 
applicant's argument that the tongue mechanism of Fevre et al nor the spheres of 
Burkhard et al are sleeves is not persuasive because the tongue mechanism and 
spheres are on sleeves, just like the applicant's ribs. Hence the primary reference and 
the combination would teach biasing projections from the sleeve (tongues, spheres, 
ribs) aligned with internal tongues, sphere peripheries, ribs, etc. While Burkhard et al's 
sphere surfaces do not engage the inner and outer jacket, Fevre et al, the primary 
reference, teaches ribs/projections from the sleeve contacting inner and outer jackets. 
The applicant cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where 
the rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 
208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. 
Cir. 1986). 

Similarly, regarding the arguments bridging pages 5-6 that claim 29 should not 
be rejected because Burkard et al does not disclose a sleeve of the claimed 
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configuration and the because the spheres function in an entirely different manner, this 
is not persuasive because Fevre et a! in the combination as the primary reference 
teaches a sleeve with the claimed configuration with ribs. 

On page 6 of the remarks the applicant argues that claims 4, 14 and 24 should 
not be rejected because Barton et al's "bush" is not a cylindrical sleeve and [the bonding 
agent] does not secure a cylindrical sleeve to a cylindrical jacket. This is not persuasive 
because the shaft is for a steering column (abstract), which would be cylindrical, along 
with the matching sleeve or bush 3. At any rate in the combination, Fevre et al, the 
primary reference, teaches a cylindrical sleeve and jacket. 

On pages 6-8 of the remarks, the applicant argues that claims 11-12,1 5-1 9, 21 - 
23, 26-28 and 30 should not be rejected with Fevre et al in view of Milton et al '105 
because Milton et al's steering column is not a collapsible column but rather has a 
locking sleeve and tabs. However, this is not found persuasive because the differences 
cited between Milton et al and Fevre et al (one collapses, one doesn't) would not 
prohibit the skilled artisan from combining the teaching references so that Fevre et al 
includes the sleeve equally spaced from the jackets and the ribs aligned as taught by 
Milton et al. The test for obviousness is not whether the features of a secondary 
reference may be bodily incorporated into the structure of the primary reference; nor is it 
that the claimed invention must be expressly suggested in any one or all of the 
references. Rather, the test is what the combined teachings of the references would 
have suggested to those of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 
USPQ871 (CCPA1981). 
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In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning (pages 7-8 of applicant's 
remarks), it must be recognized that any judgment on obviousness is in a sense 
necessarily a reconstruction based upon hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes 
into account only knowledge which was within the level of ordinary skill at the time the 
claimed invention was made, and does not include knowledge gleaned only from the 
applicant's disclosure, such a reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 
1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 1971). 

This applies to the rejection of claims 1-3, 5-10, 13, 20-24 and 29 argued on 
page 8 of the remarks as well. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 
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Any inquiry concerning tliis communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Eric Culbreth whose telephone number is 571/272-6668. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday, 9:00-6:30. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Paul Dickson can be reached on 571/272-6669. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status Information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Eric Culbreth 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 3616 

/Eric Culbreth/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3616 


